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In the Office Action, the claims are rejected as obvious over the patent to 
Rimkus and the patent to Schustek. 

After carefully considering the Examiner's grounds for the rejection of the 
claims, applicants have retained the claims as they are. It Is respectfully submitted that 
Claims 1 3 and 23 define the features which are not disclosed in the references and cannot 
be derived from them as a matter of obviousness. 

The patent to Rimkus discloses an electrical machine, in which the pole shoe 

(3) composed of plates is heki together by two rivets (1 2. 1 3) which are shown in Figure 1 
and explainedincolumn2starting from line61. These rivets neitherserveformounting of 

an excitation pole on a pole housing, nor they are fomied as blind rivets. The rivets 
disclosed in this reference, when compared with screws for mounting of the excitation coil 
(1). pole core (2). pole Shoe (3).ar^fon.ed very delicately. Thereby they are not surtable 

for mounting of a pole shoe on a pole housing and therefore lead away from a mounting of 
the excitation coil by means of rivets. The Examinees opinion expressed on page 3. 
starting from line 1 that a separate rivet (1 2) connects the excitation pole (2) with the pole 
housing (6) is incon-ect. 

It is believed to be clear that this reference does not teach the new features 
of the present invention as defined in the Independent claims. 
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Turning now to the patent to Schustek, it Is submitted that Claim 13 defines 
mefeature.whicholeariyandpaten.ab^dlsOn8U,shthepresen.inven.ionfrom.hesolution 

p„posedinfl.epatent.oSohustek.WhHeClaim13<lefineeaddiUonallytha.ab,indnve.^ 
used Figure 2 In the paten, to Sohustek showe a conven«onel rivet (7. 8, 10) wfth which 
durtng a riveting p.«=es. it is necessary to apply large riveting tools from bo* sides o, the 
rtvetorlnotherwor^sftomtheradlaloutorsideandthe radial innersids. From the rad,al 

inner side, me head part (7) must be held against me high hveting force which is applted 
from the radial outer side by the riveting tool. 

Figure 3 illustrates the use of a double-trapezoidal profile. This profile 
extends from the background and the desonp«cn (column 3. lines 47 and norther) in an 
axial direction of the «>tor (15). The profile is disp^ceable outwardly f»m its groove- 
shaped receptacles and «,e,efore is not a rfvet F^ures 4a and 4b illustrate fur«,er 
modNications of the profiteshown in F^ure 3 and similarly to « rai^shaped proflewnh two 
(also rail-Shaped) heads (406, 407). These profiles are inserted in axial bores (415) as 
disclosed in column 3, line 63. The deforrred heads (407) are further expanded by a bolt 
(1 6) or a mandrel (17). These profiles are not nvets, since these profiles In one direction 
make possible to provide however a fdcUonal connecfion between the magnets (19) and 
their holder (15). The magnets are releasable by axial displacement in an outer direction. 
The above-mentioned rail-Shaped pmfile With two rail-Shaped heads(406,407)canno.bo 

considered as a blind rivet or in any way similar to a blind rivet 
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Thus, it IS dear that the patent to SchusteK does not teach a new feature of 
the present invention as defined In Claim 13. 

The same ai^uments are tme with respect to Claim 23. when itsfeatures are 
con-pared to the so.u«on proposed in the paten, to SchusteK. The Examinees opinion 
expressed on page 3.1ine4andtarther..hat,herivet(,4)isabllndn.e. is incorrectforthe 

reasons explained hereinaliove. 

Applicants enclose herewith an information sheet related to rivets and taken 
f^m the con^spondlngwebsite. in accordance withthisinfo.mationsheet.thede«n«onof 

thet„ind ■ivetexadlyco.espondstomeHve.s Shown in P^ures1aand1b.Ablindrive.is 
defined sothatontheonehand itcan be Insertablefrom a predetem,lned sideof an ob,ect 
w«h «s Shaft into an opening, and on «,e omer hand, this shaft can be deformed or 
expanded from the same predetenrlned side. Simultaneously the setSng head (20) and 
,he dosing head (22, actform.locWnglyin.hedirection,in Which the blind nvetlslnserted. 

It is believed to be dear in connection with this, .hatthe rail-shaped element, 
in particular, the "P-t^eaded attachment elements" (13. 14) disdosed on page 3, starting 
frem line 58 in the paten, to SchusteK cannot be considered as blind rivets. The "pre- 
headed attachmen. elemente" ope^te and hold with their "head portions" (7, 8) in a 
predetermined direction (radial) the magnet (19) on the -rim portion" (15) form-lod.ingly. 
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However,.heyarB.xpan<ledfromano*erdirection(axial)anddono.*wmeexpans,on 
„, the -lower head." (407) thiough the openihg= ih which the "shanks" (403) are seated. 
The moun«ng solution disclosed Ih the pater,, to Sohustek provides in ah axial direoUon 
only a WCional cohhection, which convehtionally because of the for^s acting on the held 
magnet (19) loosens in time and therefore cannot provide a reliable mounting. 

It is believed to be dear that the new features of the patent invention which 
are now defined in Claims 13 and 28 are not disclosed in these references and cannot be 
derived from ««m as a matter of obviousness. In onier to arrive at the applicants 
invention frem the references, the references have to be fundamentally modified. In 
particular, me solutions preposed in the references have to be modified by replacing them 
or including Into them the new features of the present Invention which are now defined in 
Claims 13 and 23. HcMever, as wasdedded in the decision of the U.S. Court of Customs 
and Patent Appeals, for example in his decision in re: Randall and Radford (166 USPQ 
586): 

Trior patentsare references onlyforwhattheydearlydisclose 
or" uggei. it is not a proper use of a patent as a reference to 
modify its structure to one which prior art references do not 
suggest." 

Definitely, the references do not suggest any modifications which would lead 
to the applicant's invention. 
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AS explained hereinabove, the present invention provides for the highly 
advantageous insults increased reliability and strengths of mounting, which are not 
accomplished by the solutions proposed in the references. In connection with this, it Is 
believed to be justifiable to site the decision of the Patent Office Board of Appeals, in the 
case EX Parte Tanaka. Mamshima and Takahashi (174 USPQ 38). as follows: 



"Claims are not rejected on the grounds that it would be 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to rewire prior art 
devices in order to accomplish applicant's results, since there 
!s no suggestion in prior art that such a result could be 
accomplished by so modifying prior art devices. 



in view of these remarks and arguments, it is believed that Claims 1 3 and 23 
Should be considered as patentably distinguishable over the art and should be allowed. 

Reconsideration and allowance of the patent application is most respectfully 

requested. 

Should the Examiner require or consider it advisable that the specification , 
claims and/or drawings be further amended or corrected in formal respects in order to 
place this case in condition for final allowance, then it is respectfully requested that such 
amendments or corrections be carried out by Examiner's Amendment, and the case be 
passed to issue. Any costs involved should be charged to the deposit account of the 
undersigned (No. 19^675). Alternatively, should the Examiner feel that a personal 
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discussion might be helpful in advancing this case to allowance, he is invited to telephone 
the undersigned (at 631-549^700). 



Respectfully submitted, 




striker 
Attglfie^or Applicant 
R§gi. No.: 27233 
103 East Neck Road 
Huntington, New York 11743 



FAX roDv KJPrFiVED 

OCT 1^^ 2002 
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